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From... Dick Bernabei 
To Paul Hoch 

(Reply to Hoch T s letter of 29 October) 



You want me to provide reasons for some of the things 
I charaeterizerPas facts? After your remark about my "naive 
physical argument" (which, after all, proved true), I hesitate 
to provide reasons for any of the phenomena that I described. 

In my objection to your yse of standard 30/06 ammunition 
I intended to suggest not merely that the effects which they 
produce in melons might be different from the effects produced 
produced by 6.5 M-C bullets, but that the effects probably 
(I am on the verge of saying "undoubtedly") would be different 
both in degree and in kind. I assert this largely on the basis 
of know ledge derived from previous observations (the ole apples* 
fall-down -from -trees trick): vastly different types of ammu- 
nition always produce vastly different results when, they strike 
identical targets . I hesitate to describe what I think are the 
causes of this, for I fear that you may rightly make me appear 
a fool by assailing ray explanation of the fact without in the 
least assailing the fact. I am not equipped to argue with you 
about the physical causes of ballistic phenomena (unless we 
can conduct our discussion in Greek or Latin), but I am more 
than well equipped to argue about the effects, xh±Eh^ 3 dbcgXH 3 £ 
SHraxyxxxsxxkai which are, I presume, what interest you and me. 

I would not dare to speculate what would be the effect 
of a 6.5 M-C bullet striking a melon. Although I know' well 
the characteristics of M-C bullets, I am almost totally un- 
familiar with the characteristics of California melons, even 
less with the characteristics of taped California melons. 
Presently I can only reasonably predict that the results will 
be different in ways that signif icantly bear on the validity 
of your tests. If I thought that I had the ability reliably 
to conjecture why certain actual events occur, and to conjecture 
in terras that would not invite unwarranted derision, believe 
me, I would provide conjectures. Since I decline to provide 
conjectures why it happens, please be satisfied merely with 
the knowledge that it happens. Either provide your own con- 
jectures, or cut down your own apples (waiting, of course, 
until the apple season comes around). Be satisfied, then, 
with the certain knowledge that there is always a difference. 

It is not of my own volition that I withhold the evidence 
proving that the bullet which struck JFK in the back of the 
head was not fully jacketed. If my word does not satisfy you, 
then know this much more : the conclusion that 1 disclosed to 
you did not originate with me. It is the firm conclusion of 
an eminent' forensic pathologist (not one whom you know) who 
holds a responsible official position in a large Eastern city. 

He expressed that conclusion without equivocation, and he is 
willing to go on record publicly as the author of that eone/us/Ay, 
jCT" * — 7 --. jf he is asked. He will be asked, and he will go 
on record. 
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The proof concerning the neck wound will come to you 
eventually . It can wait for a while, since it does not tear 
directly on our immediate interest, the head. 

On the matter of my second letter, concerning the speed 
■of the camera, it does not yet appear to me that Harold and 
Fred "have pretty well shot down (my) argument." Both described 
my error as minor, which, I presume, does not affect the over- 
all thrust of my ongunent . Fred assured me that he has proofs 
that the camera was taking 18 frames, "but did not disclose them 
to me. For the time "being, until Fred shows me the proofs, 

I tentatively trust his word, and let the matter hang-fire. 

I agree with you that the matter is unimportant, hut not for 
the reasons that you state. 

Your remark, "As you can see, I generally agree with you", 
throws me for a loop. If you "generally agree" with me about 
the significance of the dust-like fragments, and in addition 
know from me and from several others that every part of your 
hypothesis, every aspect of your tests, are fraudulent in ways 
that set it in the class of problems related to the question 
how many angels can dance on the head of a pin-- if you "generally 
agree and know all that, how can you take one step further in 
seeking to iron out the irremovable kinks in your hypothesis? 

How can you resist reeling back from it in disgust as from a 
heap of maggots eating shit? I do not understand such behavior. 

You have invariably sought to debilitate everbne’s opinion 

except that of the very person you ought to be assailing — your oun. 

(Alvarez's, if you like). 

I did not discuss the official explanation of the dust-like 
fragments because the official explanation is poppycock, as is 
your conjecture. It was not my intent to revile the Warren 
Commission or its hacks, but merely to establish beyond doubt 
that JFK was hit in the right -front part of his head. I did that, 
and I do not welcome criticism that I failed to do more. 

I provided that illustration because it was the only one 
that was readily available to me. Nevertheless, I am satisfied 
that it properly illustrates the principle that it was intended 
to illustrate. In time you will have more which, I hope, 
will be more to your liking. If I have the time and the oppor- 
tunity (I no longer own a rifle that fires the proper type 
of bullets), I’ll fire tests too (Cut some apples down from 
trees, so to speak). In the mean time, you may with utmost 
confidence conjecture not that my "hypothesis" has been con- 
firmed, but that it is not and never has been a hypothesis-- 
it is a fact. It has been confirmed on many, many, occasions 
in* the, past by casual observation and by careful experiment, 
and most recently in the present it has been confirmed by 
a physicist, you. 

You say; "Your letter doesn't indicate whether you have . 
worried about that possible interpretation." 

(You should have said "the possibility of that interpretation".) 

I assure you with all the honesty that I can summon (and even 
with some embarrassment, as I view some of these things in 
retrospect) that I have considered that and many, many more 
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explanations "before I "became convinced that the evidence 
itself is absolutely conclusive. Some of the things that I 
considered and seriously checked are so weird that they would 
send you up the wall wondering whether I had gone crazy enough 
to bite. You should have seen what I checked out with Dr Wecht 
concerning the dust-like fragments; it was a genuine ding-a- 
ling. I T m sure that he will never be able to look me in 
the face without bursting into tearful laughter. Wecht 
my questions seriously, but even now I can see him shaking 
his head in piteous wonder as he wrote it. 

I excuse- my inanities on the grounds that I committed 
them in an effort to prove myself wrong. How do you excuse 
yours? 

By the way, my conversion from virtual certainty 
absolute certainty" did not result from the disclosure 
new evidence after the issuance of the Panel Report, 
thought about this matter of the dust -like fragments 
all that kept me from disclosing 
that medical evidence is subject 
the false belief that this was a 
conversion stems from the sudden 

nothing to do with medicine, except peripherally, 
a way that affects my conclusion. It is purely" a 
ballistics-- and, for that natter, of physics. If you. seek 
to represent it otherwise, I shall accuse you of treating it 
unfairly. 

I now berate myself for the unwarranted conservatism with 
which I treated this issue in the past, when I . thought . caution 
was necessary because the matter v/as so pre-eminently important 
that I did not wish to risk the least possibility that I was 
wrong. 

What you call "the medical evidence" on p.2 is, I remind 
you, the ballistic evidence. 

As for the distribution of my letters, the first letter 
has been rendered moot by your acknowledgment that you used 
standard 30/06 ammunition. That in itself renders your tests 
invalid, lly second letter is hanging-f ire . So don't bother 
to distribute either of these. 

The few revisions that I note in the margins of my copy 
of the third letter (11 Oct 1970) do not seriously affect the 
argument. Send copies of pp.1-7 of the third letter to the 
recipients of your memo (p.8 does not directly concern the 
dust-like fragments), except for the following who already have 
copies: Weisberg, Roffman, Schoener, Newcomb, Meagher , hichols, 

Thompson, V/echt. Bill me for the cost. 

•If you have the time, you may add the following notes 
marginally: 

p.l (-end of penultimate paragraph: "... generally right- 
ward direction."): Strictly, this evidence (without, 

reference to other evidence) establishes that the shot 
originated from an area, accessible to the right-front 
part of the head. (E.g., it does not in itself exclude 
the possibility that the shot was fired from directly 
above the head). The "other evidence" is chiefly the 

movement of JFK's head and body 
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p.2 (first paragraph; "... saw at least one X-ray"): 

In fact they saw several. 

(last paragraph ; "... exceedingly fast -moving" : 
This assertion presupposes that hxh normal, 
readily-availahle , ammunition was used. (E.g., 
not bullets tipped with mercury fulminate). 

p.5 (second paragraph; "... but a single grain"): 

Even this is far too large to regard as dust -like. 
A grain of lead would b&, (I think) a couple of 
millimeters square .^^ef erring to all the small 
metalie particles in the head, those who saw the 
X-rays said they were less than one millimeter in 
size . XhKxXdnHtXxKSSxpxshxhiyxKXKHXHiHKiis-KxiksH. 
ihat An individual particle of !-pdust" was probably 
even smaller than that . 



Re Alvarez, you can determine letter than I how to go about 
" stopping" Alvarez" , for you know him better than I ' (rfell, maybe 
you don’t). You may begin by expending as much (or even fraction- 
ally less) effort in persuading Alvarez that he is wrong as you 
no w spend in persuading us that he is right. If you fail, you 
will at least have cleaned your conscience of any wrongdoing m 
having fontered his notions. 

If Alvarez 15 impervious to truth, you may point out to him 
that he will be publicly disgraced when the truth of my "hypothesis 
is publicly disclosed, or when the criticisms of Weisberg and 
others begin to bear down on him. I know, of course, that the 
press, which he cherishes and which cherishes him, will shield 
him from criticism, but it cannot shield him that well. He will 
be exposed as a fraud, the more so if he is informed of the 
criticisms that vitiate his hypothesis. (Can it be that you have 
shielded him from criticism so far? That while he writes away 
serenely in his ivory tower, you are gathering the flac that 
might disrupt the serenety of his theorizing? If so, them, 
my good, good friend, I ask you whether you are serving God or 
Mammon.) Tell Alvarez that he is wrong. Tell him that he cannot 
he right. And tell him why. His response will tell you what 
sort of a man he is. He is the snake who enticed poor Eve to 
eat the apple-- it tasted so good, and brought such fine rewards. 
The snake prospered, but Eve was cast out of Eden, Eve. 



Re my 23 Oct letter to Harold, I ? ll answer your questions 
in series • 

■ .Question: "Are you deducin g that no bullet could deposit 

fragments near that bone without damaging it? Or is ohat 
ail exnert medical opinion?"-- It is an expert medical 
opinion, not mine, bur that of the forensic pathologist 

to whom I referred above. , , , 

Question: "Are you really sure tha.t the hone was not damaged 
'enough' for the Commission’s ease?" — I am sure to the 
degree that the pathologist was sure. He was sure. His 
QsEsixmoixSxmazbixik references are tjose who saw the rele- 
vant X-rays. , „ ,, , 

Question: "Was anyone looking for such damage? -- Yes; they 

looked for hone damage and found none. That's the auto- 
psy docs and Panel docs. 
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Question: "Would it ("bone damage) show on X-rays'.and 

photos (sic)?"-- Yes, it would (on X-rays, not on 
photos, since there was no bisection, no exposure 
of the hone). It must show. 

Question: "Why are you so sure the doctor was lying in 

the letters as opposed to, say, in the Panel Report?" -- 
I am sure that the doctor is lying in the letters 
because his answer necessarily implies what is im- 
possible „ Abullet cannot hare brushed against the 
the bone without damaging it in a way that is visible 
on film. That is a medical feature that proves he 
lied. There is also a purely ballistic feature which 
is equally conclusive as the medical. What the Panel 
describes is not only possible, but (as I indicated) 
probably. It is vague, I know, but even with its 
vagueness describes what is probable. The Panel doc 
in letters describes what is both medically and 
ballistically impossible. 



If much of what I have written here and in my previous 
letter seems rancorous, please understand that 4t is not rancor 
but exasperation, that causes me to write in this way. 

Must now stop. Whew! 



Still, 
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